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Request from Madliya Pradesh £.r
Increase in assistance for S8y

a70. SHRI DILIP SINGH JUDEV:
Will the PRIME MINISTER be
pleased to stete:

{aj whether the Sta‘e Governmgnt
of Madhya Pradesh has made any re-
cuest to the Unjon Government to
increase the Centra] Assistance du-
ring the current financial year 1o
develop small scale industries in the
state; s

(b) if so, the details thereof; and
(¢) the response of the Unian Gov-
ernment thereto?

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN
THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY

[8*h FEB. 1994 ]

!

to Questions 194

(DEPARTMENT OF SMALI, SCALE
INDUSTHIE3 AND AGRO  AND
RURAL INDUSTRIES) (SHR1 M.
ARUNACHALAM): (a) No, Sjr.

(b) and (c¢) Do not arise,
Closure of H E.C., Ranchj

d71. SHRI RAHASBIHAR! BARIK:
Will the PRIME MINISTER be plea-
<ed  to state:

(a) the ressnns for the clowure of
Heavy Engineering  Corporation
(HFC), Ranchi;

(b) whather any steps ar=  heing
taken by Government for the revi-
val of HEC;

fc) if so, the funds required by
HEC fon jts revival: and

(A1) the detailg of [inancial provi-
son made by the Centre for the re-
vival of AEC?

THE LIINISTER OF STATR IN
THE MINISTRY OF INDUSTRY
(PEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOFMENT) AND MINISTER
CI' STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF
INLUSTRY (DEFARTMENT OF
HEAVY INDUSTRY) (SHRIMATI
KRISHNA SAHI): (a) Heavy Engi-
neering Corporation ILtd. (HEC)
Fanchi has not been closed,

by and (¢) The company had for-
rrvisted a Turn Around Plan (TAP)
which envisaged fund assistance of
Rs. 198 cror= (Rs. 70 crore for capi-
tal expenditure ang Rs. 128 cprore as
equity) besides VRS and finaneclal
resiructuring, The TAP was examin-
ed hw IDBT, the Operating Ageney
appointed by the BIFR. However, th-
same hag not been accepted by BIFR.
stating  that the rehabilitation
package, formula‘ed by IDBI
was not viable. HEC is in the process
nf fnalising an altetnative plan for
~evival of ths unit.

(1) As the revival plan has not
vet bheen finalised, the question of
any financial provision to th»t effoct
fdre= not arige,



